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Introduction
In this final chapter, key debates in qualitative research are discussed using generational theory as an analytical heuristic. The predominance of an ethnocentric North American generational unit on qualitative research is identified, and its focus on the politics of evidence as the most important issue facing researchers worldwide is explored. An alternative view on the key debates and issues facing qualitative research is provided, largely from the perspectives of Generation X (Gen X) and Generation Y (Gen Y). In particular, questions regarding the assessment of research impact are examined in depth. Potential strategies to employ in the planning, implementation and reporting of qualitative research findings to improve potential impact are provided. Possible impact measures are identified, and methods for elucidating evidence to support claims are considered. For Gen Y qualitative researchers, concerns about the false homogenization of their generational grouping are acknowledged. In particular, the assumption that all people of this generation are digital natives is examined and debunked.
The Politics of Evidence
Current debates, largely conducted within the dominant North American qualitative research community, constitute a backlash against what is conceived as the growing dominance of positivistic science in major western countries such as the United Kingdom, the United States, Canada and Australia (Denzin, 2009; Lather, 1993; Lather, 2004; Torrance, 2011; Adams St Pierre, 2011; Denzin, 2011 . What motivates this cohort of distinguished researchers to fight a losing war in the politics of evidence? As Denzin (2009), one of the global leaders of qualitative research states, the significance of the politics of evidence lies not in the notion of evidence itself, but rather in the 'question of who has the power to control the definition of evidence, who defines the kinds of materials that count as evidence, who determines what methods best produce the best forms of evidence, whose criteria and standards are used to evaluate quality evidence? ' (p. 142) .
While some of the elder statesmen of qualitative research rage against the 'right' of governments, bureaucrats and funders to define what constitutes valid science, others engage in a more moderate and pragmatic approach to debates about the politics of evidence, albeit uneasily. Cheek (2011) speaks of her search for 'the middle ground … a place from which to engage the politics and practices of funding qualitative inquiry and the research marketplace on my terms, not someone else's' (p. 266), a place where academics can 'sell' research, while at the same time not selling out; while others (Morse and Niehaus, 2009; Morse, 2011 ) have turned to mixed methods as a way to raise an appetite for funding qualitative research. (Creswell, Klassen, Plano Clark and Clegg Smith, 2011 ).
Creswell in particular is noteworthy in leading a team to develop the US Government commissioned report on Best Practice for Mixed Methods Research in the Health Sciences
There will always be critics of such guidelines for the conduct of qualitative research, or in this case the conduct of mixed methods research with a qualitative component. When Giddings (2006) wrote of concerns that mixed methods studies were 'positivism dressed in drag', she foretold of a funding scenario where qualitative research would be marginalized by this new movement, saying: '"How many?" renders the individual invisible, squashes metaphorical and emergent understandings and strips away context. The unique, the contradictory and the contestable need words not numbers to hold their place among the "many" ' (p. 202) . It is this sentiment that answers the question of why the North American vanguard keep fighting a good fight in the war about evidence, however in countries around the world they and their acolytes are losing many battles.
The reality of the world in which we live means that we have to make a space for compliance that balances the risk of selling out, with the demands that funders and, by default, universities are placing upon us. Lincoln (2012) provides an insightful thesis on the transformation of higher education to now operate as a new political economy. Compellingly, she argues that academic work has become a short-term commodity traded two ways both for promotion of self and the institution. Fostered by a culture of audit and a regime of rankings, the role of the academic and by association in relation to this argument, qualitative research is being contained and consciously discouraged. For Lincoln, future strategies for the survival and growth of qualitative research will have to centre on 'at least partially dismantling the Master's house with at least some of the Master's tools ' (p. 1458) . It is in this tentatively stated reference to the essay of Audre Loude (Academy of American Poets, n.d.) that the financial imperative towards mixed methods as a compromise position for qualitative researchers begins to shape as a viable alternative for survival.
Gen X: The View from here is of a Different Landscape
When considering the idea that the politics of evidence constitutes the key issue in contemporary debates (as demonstrated in Denzin and Lincoln's (2011)Handbook of Qualitative Research, which is the most popular contemporary text globally), we asked ourselves, is this our 'big ticket' issue too, or are the arguments those of louder voices than ours? Reading through the often passionate, angry, complex and multi-layered dialogue about who has the power to control what is evidence, the contrast between these voices and those in the preceding chapters of this book is striking. No such emotive undertones are evident in the contributions of these authors in spite of there being opportunity to address what they thought was important for a new or novice qualitative researcher to know in relation to concepts of evidence in their field.
So where are the voices of our generation in this hotly contested debate? Largely silent, possibly because our concerns are not nearly as rarefied as our seniors, possibly because 'we take for granted what early generations fought to establish ' (Denzin and Lincoln, 2011: 681) , but most likely because we are so-called traditional right pole methodologists (Eisenhart and Jurow, 2011) . We take the position that securing a future in the academy enables us to continue to make a difference and that this can be achieved. The loudest noise does not necessarily reflect the greatest contribution. This is not to say that we don't care about issues of social justice (Birks and Mills, 2011) . Our commitment to this end is demonstrated by the authors who have contributed chapters and 'windows' in this book, however the focus of this commitment is different. The way we instigate change is through the conduct of qualitative research that is rigorous, local and careful, with the aim of discerning and demonstrating the impact this might have on individuals, communities, policy and practice. Let's think about why this might be so. Mannheim's (1952 Mannheim's ( [1923 ) essay The Problem of Generations is considered a seminal text on generational theory (Herrera, 2012; Pilcher, 1994 , much of which resonates for us as we consider the tangled web of debates both within and outside of qualitative research. The labels, including biological years, attached to each of the images are indicative of 'generations' both popularized in the media (Gordinier, 2008; Howe and Strauss, 1992; Coupland, 1991 and investigated by researchers mainly concerned with questions of workplace relations (Costanza et al., 2012; Lyons, Schweitzer, Ng and Kuron, 2012; Twenge, 2010 , and education (Wilson and Gerber, 2008) . Such classifications come with an important caveat however; generational thinking and perceptions are not limited by years and decades, but rather, 'contemporaneity is conceived … as a subjective condition of having experienced the same dominant influences' (Pilcher, 1994: 486) . While we may be accused of hedging our bets Qualitative Methodology: A Practical Guide independent, critical, reflective thought (around 17 years) (Mannheim, 1952 [1923 ]; Pilcher, 1994 . Each generation is stratified, which results in units that experience a concrete bond (Mannheim, 1952 (Mannheim, [1923 ) as they share common experiences determined by particular characteristics, for example, gender, politics, education, and nationality. It is these generational units that provide the material expression of a new generation.
Across the range of qualitative researchers world wide, traditionalist and baby boomers by far hold the most prestigious positions within universities. As baby boomers reach what has been a traditional retirement age, there are beginning trends around the world to abolish mandatory retirement ages in workplace agreements, with people staying in the workplace longer.
Reasons for delaying retirement include: dedication to work, status, structured time, opportunities for social interactions and a sense of accomplishment (Frieze, Olson and Murrell, 2011) . As well, the global financial crisis (2007) (2008) has placed extra pressure on older academics to stay in the workforce due to the impact of this event on superannuation funds.
Words used to describe baby boomers more generally include: 'optimistic', 'idealistic', 'driven', they are hard workers, work long hours, and want to have it all -career, family and material possessions (Glass, 2007; Favero and Heath, 2012) . Gen X use technology with ease, and ease the path of their less 'tech savvy' bosses. They administer, teach, and do the minimum research and writing to ensure professional survival.
Unlike the professoriate they don't have time to try and save the world, instead they are busy trying to save themselves and avoid banging their heads on glass ceilings created by their traditionalist and baby boomer predecessors. Descriptors used for Gen X include: cynical, independent, emphasis on outcomes not process, work/life balance, time is more important than money, focus on self improvement (Favero and Heath, 2012; Glass, 2007) .
Figure 14.2
In universities around the world, Gen X qualitative researchers are focused on securing tenure, building track and preparing for promotion, while at the same time applying for grants to conduct their own high quality research and ensuring the quality of their research students' studies. Cheek (2011) enunciates the reality of Gen X's world when she says:
The effect of wheeling and dealing, and the translation of research funding into other forms of funding, cascades down to the level of the individual researchers. The The difference between Gen X, and the traditionalist/baby boomer professoriate is that the latter have 'made it', while Gen X is largely still on the way up. Accountability and governance aspects of research that concern government, policymakers and university administrators are not unfamiliar concepts for Gen X qualitative researchers. Graduating with undergraduate degrees in the late 1980s and early 1990s meant entering a world of employment scarcity and corporatization. As compared to the experience of traditionalists and baby boomers, opportunity was scarce on '… a playing field that has not only shifted beyond recognition but has also taken on shifting as its very business model' (Gordinier, 2008: 297 
Working with 'what Works'
When you think about qualitative research 'what works' for you? List your most important considerations in planning, implementing and disseminating a qualitative research study.
Causality and Impact
The notion of 'what works' is of major importance to many Gen X qualitative researchers, including us (Mills b.1966 , Birks b.1963 . 'What works' needs to be considered from a number of perspectives. As qualitative researchers we need a solid fit between the questions we ask, and the methodology we choose to use. At the risk of being labelled conservative fundamentalists, we agree with our traditionalist and baby boomer forerunners who argue against the proliferation of complicated methodological pluralism for its own sake (Schwandt, 2006; Atkinson and Delamont, 2006) . Instead, the continued application of well-described qualitative methodologies to substantive areas of inquiry will result in a cumulative body of knowledge, which can make a significant contribution through illuminating findings that elucidate and theorize issues of social and political concern. Implicit in this agenda is the concept of causality, which has been a point of contention in qualitative research since the publication of Lincoln and Guba's (1985) seminal text Naturalistic Inquiry where they reject the SAGE Research Methods SAGE 1.
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application of a regularity view of causation (Maxwell, 2004) to qualitative research findings.
Maxwell (2012) builds on his previous work to present a realist view of causality that he argues is well placed to serve qualitative researchers. Realist causality places identifying process at the centre of analysis, makes context intrinsic to causality and links outcome to each of these elements. Saldaña (2013) provides the qualitative researcher with a comprehensive exposition of causal coding, identifying three elements of attribution, '… the cause, the outcome, and the link between the cause and the outcome' (p. 164), with the link being concerned with the process at hand.
'What works' also needs to be considered from the perspective of the public, government and policymakers. The utility of qualitative research findings is of major importance in the translation of knowledge to application in society. While there are many who would caution that the pressure of government on researchers to address national priorities constitutes a threat to qualitative research (Atkinson and Delamont, 2006), we see it as providing an opportunity to contribute to our society as a whole. It is not unreasonable for a funder to expect a positive return on investment, a principle that also applies to research dollars where there is an expected outcome of both economic growth and societal advancement (ATNU/Group of 8, 2012). As qualitative researchers, we are not above the 'grubby' issue of money and it behooves us to think beyond the immediate circumstance that has inspired a research question to the responsibility that we have as a member of the wider community, and to the institution that employs us. Prosaically, in many countries the main source of research funding is provided by democratically elected government, which means national priorities shape the assessment panels and processes that they use to determine success, so it is best to 'get with the program' if you want to succeed. In saying this, we are not advocating for research decentred from our responsibility to participants; unfounded in the ethical principles of respect for human beings, research merit and integrity, justice, and beneficence (National Health and Medical Research Council, 2009 ). Rather we are advocating for a reality check about where and how we can make a difference as qualitative researchers. The last of these questions is already a debate in progress, centring on the use of mixed methods as a way of addressing the concerns of the public, funders, governments, policymakers and universities in relation to the translation and application of research findings for greater good. Morse (2011) sees the popularity of mixed methods as positive for qualitative research pulling it 'almost into the limelight' (p. 1020). Taking this further, we would argue that the integration and reporting of mixed methods findings is one way of beginning to address the first three questions posed about instigating, assessing and reporting qualitative research impact. However, mixed methods is not a 'silver bullet', and there is still a solid case for the use of qualitative research methodologies in rigorous research studies investigating questions not amenable to measurement, we just need to figure out how to demonstrate the worth of these findings.
Bloor (2011) Framework, provides a number of examples of other ways researchers can assess the impact of findings. The following table contains suggested impact indicators distilled from this report that are applicable to qualitative research. We have loosely organized these indicators into general areas of concern from which different disciplines can draw.
In many ways, the table below summarizes the end product of our research aspirationsmaking a difference to someone or something, somewhere. Importantly though, we need to think more about how we instigate the translation of qualitative research findings into practice.
In Chapter 7, we discuss contemporary ways to promote the dissemination of findings from a grounded theory study, which are relevant to all qualitative research methodologies. For people to want to read your findings though, they need to be clear, incisive and in 'plain English'. We These authors also discuss the idea of 'intervention talk' as a method to increase the utility of qualitative research findings in healthcare, an idea supported by Donmoyer (2012) who states 'any researcher who hopes her or his work will be used in the policymaking process is virtually required to speak and write in the language of causes and effect' (p. 666). Reflecting on Table   14 .1 it is clear that the need for effectively communicating the findings of a study using intervention talk and implementation frameworks (Damschroder, Aron, Keith, Kirsh, Alexander and Lowery, 2009) Table 14 .1 related to cost benefit, this is the most rigorous way of establishing what the outcome is. Establishing a program of qualitative and mixed methods research that investigates a substantive area of inquiry over time is an important strategy to building profile, track record and sustainable grant income. Aligning doctoral student research with this same area results in a constant flow of publications reporting findings, which complement larger aspirations in relation to future research and impact. When engaging in clearly-defined programs of research, individual university departments will see value in investing in outside evaluation to assist in securing future sustainability through demonstrated impact.
As part of a wider program of research though, it is important to establish individual impact portfolios for completed studies. While '[p] ublications are the hard currency of the track record needed for researchers to be able to compete for funding ' (Cheek 2011: 259) , it is insufficient to rely on standard metrics such as journal impact factors, numbers of peer reviewed publications and importantly, competitive grant income to appraise your worth as a qualitative researcher. There are a number of committed, intelligent, articulate qualitative researchers in a wide range of disciplines, many of whom are Gen X and Gen Y, all of whom are working towards making a difference. When inviting contributors onto the writing team for projects such as this text and our previous publication Grounded Theory: A practical guide, we prioritize younger talent so as to tap into fresh ideas, while providing an opportunity for career development. Giving back through mentoring for career development is important to us because of our own experience of Sternberg (2012) builds on this argument of false homogenization, saying 'when constructing the generation y student, issues such as gender, sexuality, class, race and national identity tend to be, at best, subordinated, or at worst, neglected ' (p. 537) . In relation to other generations' assumptions about, expectations of, and interactions with, this new group of qualitative researchers these emerging debates and discussions are important to bear in mind.
Conclusion
Qualitative researchers are in a stronger position than ever before in the quest to make a difference. As Flyvbjerg (2006) reminds us just because '… knowledge cannot be formally generalized does not mean that it cannot enter into the collective process of knowledge accumulation in a given field or in a society ' (p. 227) . For all qualitative researchers, being cognizant of generational difference, both within and between the ages will be important in ensuring respectful and yet lively debates and discussions about the future. Assessing the impact of qualitative research is one of the most important issues to be faced in the history of this tradition. While there are many philosophical and methodological arguments against notions of causality in qualitative research, the increasing pressure to report the impact of findings requires careful consideration of realist causality as a useful analytical heuristic.
Developing rigorous, strategic, cumulative bodies of evidence derived from qualitative research studies will sustain these endeavours into the future.
Key Points
Key debates in qualitative research differ globally
The politics of evidence is largely argued by North American qualitative researchers What do you think of the suggestion that the impact of qualitative research is the next major challenge for qualitative researchers worldwide? Do you think that Gen Y is more diverse than popular culture would lead us to believe? How is this diversity played out in your workplace?
